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PER CURI AM

Frances Syptak, proceedi ng on behalf of her deceased husband,
Harol d G Syptak, appeals the district court’s order dism ssing his
conpl aint under the Age Discrimnation in Enploynent Act. See 29
U S C 88 621-634 (1994). This case was referred to a magi strate
judge pursuant to 28 U S. C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) (1994). After an
exhaustive analysis, the magistrate judge ultimtely recomended
that relief be denied and advised the parties that failure to file
tinely objections to this recommendation could waive appellate
review of a district court order based upon the recommendation
Despite receiving an extension of tine in which to do so, Syptak
did not file his objections to the magistrate judge's recom
mendation until thirteen days after the expiration of the extended
period. The district court struck the untinely objections fromthe
record.

The tinely filing of objections to a magi strate judge’'s rec-
ommendation is necessary to preserve appellate review of the sub-
stance of that recommendati on when the parties have been warned

that failure to object will waive appellate review See Wight v.

Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cr. 1985). See generally

Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985). Appellant has wai ved appel | ate
reviewby failing to file tinely objections after receiving proper
notice. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.

We grant the notion to submt the case on the briefs because the



facts and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.
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